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Hiese lemarks are roade in response to the Office Action of April 23, 2004 (Office 
Action). AS tbis response is timely fUed within the 3-njontb shonened statutory period, no fee is 
believed due. 

In paragraph 2 of the Office Action, the Examiner has rejected claims 1, 2, and 6-16 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 6.535.730 to Chow, et al 
(Chow) in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,424.945 to Sorsa (Sorsaj. In paragraph 3. the Examiner has 
rtjected clairos 3-5 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpaieniable over Chow in view of Sorsa 
and in further view of U.S. Patent No. 6,560,576 to Cohen. « al (Cohen). 

Applicants have attempted to fully respond to the Office Action even though many stated 
rejections are highly confusing. Applicant have made assumptions concerning the Examiner's 
intentions in responding when possible. AppUcants do. however, request clarification on the 
Examiner's intent concemit^ rejections on claims 4-13. 

Specifically, in paragraph 2 stated gromids for rejecting claims 6-8 are confiising, n»e 
Examiner has rejected claims 6-8 for the same reasons as claims 1, 3. and 4, even tiiough claims 
3 and 4 are not rejected based on the same refeitmces cited for claims 6-8. Regarding r^gections 
of claims 9-1 1. the Examiner rejected 9-1 1 for die same reasons as claims 1-3. even though cl«m 
3 has been rejected based on differem art ti«n claims 9-11. Regarding claims 12-13. the 
Examiner rejected claims 12-13 for tiie same reasons as claims 1 and 2. even though claims 12- 
13 have differem claimed limitations than claims 1 and 2. Regarding clauns 4-5. the Examiner 
^ected claims 4-5 on the same grounds as 12-13. Consequentiy, no understandable grounds for 
rejection for clairos 4-5 and/or 12-13 have been provided to the Applicants. 
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PHo.to«W«s»«g«»«icc«o:«-<h=an.abnef«vtewof*e^lic»^U.v««io»U 

a. ,pp«a« for .opf«e„ctog «ddW««l ^ » voice brov«i.« ««io. «W=h be« 

^ a. im« • " 

^ ,4ded .0 » exi^tag voice «sio„ b, i»««tas « orto»4 «l. ton wi*i, *e 

voice « session » .he ^tio») ceUe. =d*So» i, ac««d^ to «s ™y. 

j,egli,afi<BJsa! compcoems nmivv'm'^<^*r^-r"^'- 

r^^i^ .eiccuons on U« an, a« Examtocr rejeaed Mm. 2. «»i 6-16 «nd« 
,5 U S.C. S .031.) as bein, ov« Chow in vi=» of So«.. Cbow «»hes a meao4 

»d sysien. for ustag mobUe «.epbo„y Pbones in conJ»«ion wi* . wireless c«,ix service. 
Cho« i^^inaes a conference caU «itiUn .be cen*. M«e specifically, according ro 

Chow, 

colnna «, line 4 of Chow. 

The WCS au. be a priva«= branch exchange CPBX) as nored a. column 28. lines 16-21. 
^o^y. Chow caches a PBX can incinde teleconferencing capabiUSes, Tha, is. Chow 
^..cs a ^leconfen^cing swiKb U>ar re,uires expensive hardware C*e conference brtdge). 
operations responsible fbraddingcall^roaconfer-KecaUoccurarU^swirch-level. 

^.icanrs «..e rha, Chow reaches conferencing eaUer, «sing »adfiion.l. swi«>b*.«d 
,nnl.|-r- — Chow U *1 as » adding 
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p^pfc 2) ^ relies up» eonvemiona. c™fe«nd„g m^Woloeies. M<»«ve.. 

ftc. re^o,* Chow no taring <» *e AppHc»u- inve:,flo. o*er to » emphasize iow 
*e AppUomu' tovendon is diff««.. 6™ pri^' « of »l«<«fe,enci»g. 

T»i.g to Sors.. So«a «»e. a ».*o4 wbe« »s«s cm •» 
syaem (IVR) ™ a voice ctan«.. A voice toow«rI20 c» spe.cb.»>.te« convm ^ch 
Cvoic.i»P«i.F.0.2)»>«,i«P».(vaMi:^conv.,edover»,wo*,«8a,W».U.eIVH 

Serve. .06, T*e .VR server 106 ca« ,ex,^-.-peeeh couver. «^ ^ ^ 'S™-^- 

i. nr. -Jl Till: voice ounrat can be conveyed to the user IIC. 
208 into voice output {shown m FIO. 2). I he voice anv 

• mMns to use a voice brov«5et to enaWe a Mste 
Consequently, Smi <«»=>«5 " cnnttioiia' If "IM to t« « ™ 

SorsaissiU!U»»"»to«>«»»»«- Sorsa6iU».»*«»a^"**»™" 
^.ser within a laffil«.:£d«y»« »— '» »^ ^"^^ 
h^wsen a« conventionally used as «. «d to hun.a..««uton.««« system interacnons. but 
.....^^^^asanaidtohunu^-t^ht^^co™^ Fu«h...So«issi.«..as«. 
uncratine a client side voice browser with a ,eleco™».«ic«ion switch. 

Referring to claim I. Applicants have discU»ed a technology fbr extending -be 
e^inesofavoicehrowsertoincl-Uteleconl^ingcapabiiitics. AppUcants »e no. trying 
„ ,en«aUy Claim teleconf^g « voice btow^ but. inste^i. Appuc^ 

cUiimed: 
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A method of call conferencing \xsing, a voice browser comprising: 

establishing a voice browsing session between a calling pany and the voice 
browser: and 

conferMicing within an a pplication level component an addmonal party 
into said voice browsing session, said conference providing a voice 
i.rt>nmuiiicatioiis link between said ga|ling party and said additional party. 

The Examiner has cited Chow for teaching a conventional (for purposes of AppUcanis' 
claimed invention) switch-based conferencing system and Sorsa for teaching a conventional (for 
purposes of Applicants' claimed invention) voice browser. Neither Chow. Sorsa. nor any 
combination thereof suggest, mention, or contemplate confercagng within an >^ppl?cat|on level 
component. Moreover, neither Chow, Sorsa, nor any combination thereof suggest, mention, or 
contemplate using a voice browser within human-io-huroan comrounicaiions, such as the claimed 
y»^ r..^nminupigationslink between said calling party and said additional pany- 

Regarding claim 2 and 7. as stated above, neither Chow, Sorsa, nor any combination 
thereof suggest, mention, or contemplate conferencing 2 humans using a voice browser, lei alone 
3 or more as claimed. 

Regarding claim 6, claim 6 teaches using a voice browser to aid in human-to-human 
conversations, which is not taught or suggested by any combination of Chow and/or Sorsa. The 
only voice browser shown in either Chow or Sorsa (contained in Sorsa) is specifically tailored to 
convey dgJa (not voice) from a user to an IVR . The Voice browser of Sorsa never routes audio 
steams in any fashion. Nor does Sorsa route streams oj apy tYPS between.hug^callers. 

As Stated in the previous oSice action (first paragraph of page 6). "the AppUcants have 
disclosed a novel method of aggregating voice data streams using a voice data stream manager. 
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^ the voice data stream manager is a software componet^t associated with the voice browser 
ofatclepbonysessionparticipant." A system including tfaU mrr\ ^^rrm -^-^-i^^ 
is claimed in clairn 6. Tl^ voice stream rruomer and/or the metb^ 

disclosed and claimed by the appUcants is not taught or suggested by any combination of Chow 
and/or Sorsa. 

fee«dU« cte. 8. ^ sUKd above ^ » «in.i»d by th. E«n»«. nd*« Chow «. 
Son. . discrimmawr. U« of . discrinu^or «, disti.^ «.urce of a voice da« 
obvio^.«o(i«.Sereg««.voi«SB««3M»m««».con^i^^ 
p^tofteongtaalsu^ms. Also.m»ymech^c«.bc^»»«p.todism^ 
^ » v«n » .8Breg««l voice ««k as perform,* » 

voice ch3«««isucs. like pitd. P«c. P^-^r- and o*er »<»o cb««»risdc. Funber. o« of 

Co„»,»e„fly. d« E««ni».s as««ion. »e of . di— « u not slmo.. « 

""T*-** cUtos 9 and 10. «bich « similar » clau». 1 »d 2. .he ejection .hould b. 

wiihitovm fcr ihe previously presemed reasom. 

B.g^ claim, 14-16. So«a does „o, .eacb or sug,«i codtreneing. as P«vio,^y 

a*rtnedby*eExami«r, Accorii»,.y. So.» «ls » ""^""^ 
occuts vilhin a VoiceXML programminj eoviionmeot. 

T„™^ » o*» rejection o» *e ar, claims 3-5 bave beeo tejeced under 35 U.S.C. S 
.OKa) as being «np«e«able over Cbow i« view of Sorsa a^ in «mber viev, Cobe. Cohe. 
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discloses a voice browser for providing user-specific help. Cohen is sHent with respect to 
trieconfeniiiciBg. Cohen fafls W> wach or suggest using a voice browser within a Imman-to- 
human interaction in any manner. Consequently, Cohen foils to cure the deficiencies of Chow 
and/or Sorsa with respect to the Applicants independent claims. 

Regarding claim 3. Cohen fails to have a conferencing component. Cohen does not. 
therefore teach providing an identifier for a caller in a conference specifically designed to aid the 
conferencing component with routing aggregated input (where aggregated input is not taught by 
Cohen). 

Further, Chow feils to teach a conferencing component that functions at an application 
level and instead teaches switch level confeiencing. The combination proposed by the Examiner 
would require the inclusion of a missing conference call component (into an application 
presumably inherem in Cohen), the inclusion of an identifier (not mentioned or suggested by 
Chow, Sorsa, or Cohen), to aid conferencing via a cUent appUcation (not taught or suggested by 
Chow. Sorsa, or Cohen) thai in feet contradicts switch level conferencing taught by Cohen. 

It should also be noted that no motivation exists to combine references in the mamier 
suggested by the Examiner. Chow and Sorsa are not art in an analogous field and are not 
properly combinable in the manner suggested by the Examiner. Further. Chow and Cohen are 
not an in an analogous filed and are not properly combinable in the suggested manner. 

Specifically. Chow teaches a system and method relating to a local telephony switch, 
such as a PBX. Sorsa teaches a communication method focused upon a voice browser operating 
within a user's computing machine (mobile terminal 104) to convey data to a remotely locaied 

10 
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IVR. Cohen teaches a help method thai applies to a voice-enabled application operating within a 
user's computiag macKne. Teachings for client side voice browsers are unrelated to teachings 
for telephony switches. Additionally, Sorsa and Cohen are tinrelated applications that are sUent 
as to conferffl^ine that include a voice browser. As neither Chow, Sorsa, nor Cohen provide 
teachings and/or motivation to bridge this gap. it is improper to combine Cohen and Chow for 
purposes of the Applicants' claimed invention under § 103(a). It is fimher improper to combine 
Cohen and Chow in light of Sorsa. 

To Ulustraie just one problem with combining the Chow and Sorsa. the iVR server 106 
(of Sorsa) and the mobile terminal 1 04 (of Sorsa) are specifically modified in a non-conventional 
maimer and symbiotic manner in order for the system of FIQ. 2 to fimction (a typical IVR 
receives user voice input not the shown data feed, and a typical mobile commumcation device 
does not specch-to-texi convert voice input). The wireless PBX of Chow is specifically modified 
in a non-conventional way to accept wireless communications using standard (non-modified) 
ceUular phones. Combining the references, would require significant, non-complimentary 
hardware modifications of a telecommunication infrastructure - namely a specifically tailored 
receiver (not modified in Chow for Sorsa to fimction), an modified IVR (not shown in Chow for 
Sorsa to fimctton), and a PBX (not shown in Sorsa for Chow to function). 

to light of the reasons presented above. Applications lespectfiOly request withdrawal of 
the 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) injections of claims 1-16. Applicants believe that this application is now 
in fiUl condition for allowance, which action is respectfidly requested. AppUcants request that 
the Examiner caU the undersigned if clarification is needed on any matter within this 
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Amendmeut. or if tbe Ex^niner believes a tclepboiw: interview would expedite Ute prosecution of 
the subject appUcation to completion. 



Date: 



^3 ^Ju ?^ 



Respectfully submitted. 



Gregory A. Nelson, Registration No. 30,577 
Brian K. Bucbheii, Registration No. 52,667 
Richard A. Hinson, Re^straiion No. 47.652 
AKBRMaN SENTERFITT 
PosiOf3Bce Box 3188 
West Pahn Beach, FL 33402-3188 
Telephone: (561) 653-5000 
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